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REMARKS 

Claims 1-12, and 14-21 are pending in the present Application. No amendments to the 
claims have been made with this submission. Reconsideration and allowance of the claims 
are respectfully requested in view of the following remarks. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the indication of allowability for the subject 
matter of Claims 15, 17 and 18. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14, 16 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as obvious 

over United States Patent No. 6,306,978 to Braat, et al. (Braat) in view of United States 

Publication No. 2003/0130403 Al to Geprags, et al. (Geprags). 

Applicants traverse this rejection. Braat is being used as the primary reference and the 

Examiner has asserted that it would be obvious to use the additives of Geprags in the 

composition of Braat. Braat discloses a method of making capped poly(arylene ether) and, as 

a result, discloses the capped poly(arylene ether) itself. Braat does not teach or disclose the 

use of the capped poly(arylene ether) in any composition remotely similar to that which is the 

subject matter of the pending claims. Braat’ s sole teaching with regard to the use of the 

capped poly(arylene ether) can be found in col. 7, lines 55-60 where it says: 

capping. Additionally, the capped PPE reduces to a large part 
the radical scavenging the capability of the PPE. Thus* the 
capped PPE are useful in process that involve radical 
initiation and/or reactions, e.g., styrene polymerization pro- 
cesses as well as unsaturatcd polyester, allylic, and bismn- 
leimide thermosetting resins. 

Thus it is clear that while Braat contemplates the usefulness of capped poly(arylene ether) in 
thermosetting compositions, Braat fails to teach or suggest the use of capped poly(arylene 
ether) in a thermoplastic composition as is instantly claimed. In addition, as discussed in 
earlier amendments, Braat does not teach or suggest the inclusion of a component selected 
from the group consisting of impact modifier, reinforcing filler, flame retardant and 
combinations of two or more of the foregoing. Thus we believe that a prima facie case of 
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obviousness has not been made because the two references (Braat and Geprags) are not 
combinable unless hindsight gained from the pending claims is used as the motivation. 

Additionally, even assuming alternate motivation is located, the combination of 
references is inverted and the capped poly(arylene ether) of Braat is used in the composition 
of Geprags Applicants note that this combination fails to recite all the limitations of the 
pending claims because Geprags discloses the use of a much smaller amount of poly(arylene 
ether) - 1-10% by weight (paragraph [0055]) - than is required by the pending claims. 

Finally, Applicants believe that in making the rejection based on the combination of 
Braat and Geprags the Examiner has failed to take into consideration the complex interactions 
between components of a thermoplastic composition. As appreciated by those of ordinary 
skill in the art, issues such as polarity and compatibility must be considered when assembling 
the components of a successful composition. Capping a poly(arylene ether) significantly 
alters the poly(arylene ether) and hence its interaction with other components of the 
composition. For instance, the decrease in the quantity of OH groups and the concurrent 
increase in the overall quantity of aromatic groups would be expected to have a profound 
effect on the interactions with other components of the composition. Hence it simply cannot 
be anticipated or expected that capped poly(arylene ether) can be successfully dropped into a 
composition which previously employed uncapped poly(arylene ether). Such a view over 
simplifies the dynamic inter-component relationships which exist in a thermoplastic 
composition. Thus the use of a capped poly(arylene ether) in a thermoplastic composition as 
instantly claimed is non-obvious. 

Claims 1-6, 8-12, 14, 16 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as obvious 
over Braat in view of United States Patent No. 6,872,777 to Adedeji, et al. (Adedeji ‘777). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants note that Adedeji ‘777 first published on 2/20/03 as 2003/0036602, less 
than one year before the pending application was filed. Accordingly, Applicants believe that 
Adedeji ‘777 is art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and the pending rejection can be overcome by a 
statement of common ownership according to 35 U.S.C. §103(c). A statement of common 
ownership is submitted herewith. 
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Claims 1-12, 14, 16 and 19-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as obvious 
over United States Patent No. 6,815,491 to Adedeji, et al. (Adedeji ‘491) in view of Braat. 

Applicants note that Adedeji ‘491 first published on 1 1/7/02 as 2002/0165317, less 
than one year before the pending application was filed. Accordingly, Applicants believe that 
Adedeji ‘491 is art under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and the pending rejection can be overcome by a 
statement of common ownership according to 35 U.S.C. § 103(c). A statement of common 
ownership is submitted herewith. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the foregoing rejections are respectfully requested. 

Nonstatutory Double Patenting Rejections 

Claims 1-12, 14 and 19 stand provisionally rejected under the judicially created 

doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1-47 of 
copending Application No. 10/678,471 and Claims 1-46 of copending Application No. 
10/947,265. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for pointing out the potential obviousness-type double 
patenting issue between the claims of the present application and those of co-pending 
application nos. 10/678,471 and 10/947,265. In view of the possibility that claims in the cited 
applications or the present application will be further amended before allowance, Applicants 
will defer responding to this provisional rejection until claims in the reference applications are 
allowed, claims in the present application are otherwise allowable, and it is determined 
whether this provisional rejection becomes an actual rejection. 

It is believed that the foregoing amendments and remarks fully comply with the Office 
Action and that the claims herein should now be allowable to Applicants. Accordingly, 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection(s) and rejection(s) and allowance of the case 
are respectfully requested. 
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If there are any additional charges with respect to this Amendment or otherwise, please 



charge them to Deposit Account No. 50-1 13 1 . 



Respectfully submitted, 



CANTOR COLBURN LLP 

B y /Patricia S. DeSimone/ 
Patricia S. DeSimone 
Registration No. 48,137 



Date: February 14, 2008 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
Telephone (860) 286-2929 
Facsimile (860)286-0115 
Customer No.: 43249 
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